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Abstract
Open court testimony poses difficulty for child witnesses required to face the
defendant. Certain laws allow hearsay testimony to replace the alleged child victim's
testimony. This study examines the relationship of the child's age to the relative
believability of three hearsay testimony fonnats in a 2 (child witnesses: one 4-year-old
and one 8-year-old) x 3 (hearsay conditions: interview of child, interviewer testimony in
"gist" or summary form, or interviewer testimony in detailed, "verbatim" fonn) design.
Transcripts were based on actual child sexual abuse interviews ( one 4 and one 8-year-old
female) obtained for prior research with permission from Child Protective Services
officials. College undergraduate students (N = 143) participated as mock jurors, each
reading one of six randomly assigned hearsay transcripts. An overall verdict was
rendered and believability was rated on a multidimensional scale. Jurors' ratings
indicated their sensitivity to the structure of the interviews, judging the actual child
interviews as consisting of more structured, leading and suggestive questions than the gist
testimony. However, this was not reflected in their verdicts or ratings of overall
believability of the child statements. Thus, these results indicated that "gist" adult
hearsay testimony may be equally credible to the child's. Other influential factors that
may affect the jurors' perceptions of credibility, such as interview quality and age
stereotypes, are also discussed.
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Believability of Hearsay

The Believability of Hearsay Testimony Involving
Child Witnesses: Effects of Age and Format
Due to the traumatic nature of sexual abuse, some children are
psychologically unable to testify in their own behalf. Other persons, such as a
parent, teacher or doctor, in whom the child confides about the alleged abuse,
become hearsay witnesses (Ceci & Bruck, 1995~ Goodman, Quas, Bulkley, &
Shapiro, in press). Hearsay witnesses are now allowed in courtrooms under
specific conditions to supplement and sometimes replace testimony of the alleged
child victim (Goodman et al., in press). Although hearsay testimony may reduce
the trauma of the child witness, there is much legal controversy surrounding its
use in the courtroom.
The understanding of jurors' perceptions of child witness testimony as
compared to adult hearsay testimony is important in determining ambiguous
effects on case outcomes. This study examines how much weight is assigned by
mock jurors to adult hearsay testimony in comparison to the actual child's
statements made during a forensic sexual abuse interview.
The Controversy of Hearsay Testimony
What is hearsay testimony? Hearsay testimony is defined in the Federal
Rule of Evidence 801 (c) as "a statement other than one made by the declarant,
while testifying at the trial or hearing, offered in evidence to prove the truth of the
matter asserted" (Klotter, 1980, p. 195). In other words, hearsay testimony is
evidence presented by a witness to the court regarding what another individual
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(the declarant) has told him/her outside of court in order to prove what the
declarant has said is true.
Is hearsay testimony accepted as evidence in the courtroom? The Hearsay
Rule (Federal Rule of Evidence 802) states that hearsay evidence is generally
inadmissible in court. However, exceptions have been made to the hearsay rule
permitting hearsay testimony under specific circumstances as stated in Rules 803
and 804 of the Federal Rules of Evidence. One example among these is the
"excited utterance" exception often qualifying certain types of hearsay testimony
as evidence allowed in courtrooms, especially in cases involving child sexual
abuse. The Federal Rules of Evidence 803 (2) defines the "excited utterance"
exception as, "a statement relating to a startling event or condition made while the
declarant was under the stress of excitement caused by the event or condition"
(Klotter, 1980, p. 198). For example, if a child is sexually fondled by someone at
school and spontaneously reports the event to his/her teacher, the teacher's
testimony may be accepted as evidence in the courtroom under the "excited
utterance" exception.
The theory behind the "excited utterance" exception is that a spontaneous
utterance about an event made by the declarant following the startling event is
considered· exempt from any premeditation and therefore any conscious
fabrications (Klotter, 1980). In application of this theory to a child sexual abuse
case, the child in his/her excitement is not permitted the time to think and ponder
the details of the event, thus eliminating the possibility of conscious or deliberate
lies. Presumably, the child's spontaneous reaction assures the truth of the matter.
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Another example of hearsay exceptions considered "traditional" or "firmly
rooted" where reliability is presumed includes medical diagnosis or treatment of
the declarant (McGough, 1994). The medical diagnosis or treatment exception
presumes that one seeking diagnosis or treatment is not likely to lie or mislead the
healthcare provider. Being truthful about medical symptoms is in the declarant's
own self-interest to assure proper medical attention.
Hearsay testimony that does not qualify under the "traditional" hearsay
exceptions may be allowed as a special child abuse or a "residual" exception, but
its reliability must be proven (McGough, 1994). Courts are allowed to make
decisions regarding the admissibility of hearsay evidence based on perceived
reliability factors that are specific to each case.
The use of hearsay testimony in child sexual abuse cases raises
controversial issues. Replacing in-court testimony with hearsay testimony may
influence how jurors perceive the child. Jurors may perceive the child as "fragile"
or weak, thus questioning the reliability of the child's original disclosure and
reducing the credibility of the child (Ross, Lindsay, & Marsil, in press). Hearsay
testimony could thus damage the child's case.
On the other hand, hearsay testimony may allow jurors to perceive the
child as abnormally fearful and unable to testify as a result of harm from the
defendant, thus ruling in favor of the child. In the event of a time delay of months
or even years before testifying in a child sexual abuse case, the child's original
disclosure of the event to a teacher, parent, friend, or other interviewers (hearsay
testimony) may be more convincing than the child's in-court testimony (Myers,
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Redlich, Goodman, Prizmich, & lmwinkelried, in press). Therefore, adult hearsay
may provide a stronger support for the prosecution's case.
Allowance of hearsay testimony in the courtroom not only violates The
Hearsay Rule, but also the defendant's rights to confrontation and crossexamination of the accuser according to The Sixth Amendment (Donigan, Fisher,
Hugel, Reeder, & Williams, 1980). For example, if a hearsay witness testimony
is allowed in open court to replace the accuser's testimony, the defendant is
denied The Sixth Amendment right to face or confront the accuser. Because the
accuser is not questioned, there is no opportunity for the defense attorney to test
and impeach the accuser's credibility.
Another reason for prohibiting hearsay is the possibility of distortion and
unreliability of second hand information. Because the evidence presented in
hearsay testimony is not heard directly from the declarant, it cannot be tested by
questions through cross-examination in an effort to prove or disprove its
reliability and trustworthiness.
Is Hearsay a Reliable Form of Testimony?
Hearsay relies primarily on one's memory or notes of a prior event or
conversation and does not contain the actual language used, presentation, or the
type of questioning (if any) that took place to elicit information (Ceci & Bruck,

1995). One form of hearsay testimony used in child sexual abuse cases consists
of an adult interviewer's recollection of a forensic interview that was originally
conducted between that professional interviewer ( such as a social worker or
police officer) and the child regarding the alleged event. Research has shown that
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such hearsay testimony is likely to be presented in a "gist" format that relays
mostly the content of interviews with less recall of actual verbatim statements
(e.g., Warren & Woodall, in press).

In a study by Warren and Woodall (in press), interviewers recalled about
80% of the content or "gist" of the children's statements made during their
interviews, but only 22% of details regarding exact questions and answers of the
interview or "verbatim" information. Results indicated a significant loss of
information that is unavailable or hidden in the hearsay testimony of the
interviewer.
An example of how tainted testimony may be concealed in a hearsay

format is demonstrated in a study by Pathak and Thompson (in press). A "hearsay
chain" was designed to evaluate jurors' responses to adult hearsay testimony about
children's interviews. Jurors from the first experiment became hearsay witnesses
for the second. In the first experiment, the stimuli used were videotaped
interviews of children, ages 5 to 6. The children witnessed a janitor either
cleaning or playing with toys on the table in front of them and were questioned
one hour later about the event. The children who were questioned in a neutral
technique responded with very accurate recall of details. However, children who
were interviewed using a suggestive method responded with inaccurate details
that were influenced in the direction of the suggestive questioning.
To complete the "hearsay chain," videotapes of the child interviews were
then shown to college student participants. Participants of experiment one were
interviewed and videotaped to become the hearsay witnesses of experiment two.
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Student mock jurors viewed a videotape of an adult's hearsay testimony and
answered questions in an attempt to find out what events actually took place with
the janitor. The authors concluded that the jurors found no significant difference
in jurors' ratings of the neutral and suggestive interview techniques. In other
words, jurors did not know the children had been influenced by suggestive
questioning. Information was lost in the "hearsay chain" or second-hand
testimony that was necessary for jurors to determine a difference between the
neutral and suggestive interviewing techniques.
Believability of Hearsay
Presently, there are few studies evaluating the believability of hearsay
regarding children's testimony and their results are conflicting. Ross et al. (in
press) measured mock jurors' reactions to hearsay in simulated sexual abuse
trials. In their first study, the child' s testimony was more believable than the
hearsay testimony provided by the child's mother. The results of the second study
were directly contradictory; the child's testimony was less believable than the
different hearsay witnesses (doctor, teacher, or her neighbor) with one exception
(the child's mother). The authors indicate that this discrepancy may evolve from
differences in objectivity and prestige of the hearsay witnesses.
Myers et al. (in press) surveyed jurors from actual child sexual abuse trials
involving their perceptions of the testimonies by the child in court and at least one
adult hearsay witness. Jurors rated adult hearsay as significantly more consistent,
confident, and accurate than the child's testimony. Adult hearsay testimony was
also found by jurors to be more complete and less influenced by the types of
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questions asked. However, jurors felt the child's in court testimony was more
important than the adult hearsay in assigning verdicts.
Other recent studies involving believability of hearsay witnesses suggest
no significant difference in believability between child testimony and hearsay
testimony (e.g., Golding, Alexander, & Stewart, in press). A written summary of
a fictional child sexual abuse case was presented to the participants. Believability
was examined for three conditions: alleged child victim testimony, or hearsay
testimony of a clinical psychologist or another individual. Results suggest that
hearsay testimony offer equal support for the alleged child victim's case, when
compared to the child victim's testimony. In other words, there is no significant
difference in believability between child testimony and hearsay testimony.
Results of this study indicate the same conclusions as a previous study conducted
by Golding and colleagues (Golding, Sanchez, & Sego, 1997).
In light of all the research discussed thus far, it remains unclear as to how
adult hearsay testimony really affects jury decisions in sexual abuse trials. Many
more questions than answers have been inspired by prior hearsay testimony
research. Because this type of research is still in the beginning stages, more
research must be conducted before accurate inferences or generalizations can be
drawn.
Child Witness Age
One possible reason recent studies are contradictory may be due to the age
of the child witness. Adult hearsay witnesses may appear more believable than
preschool children due to perceptions of preschoolers as having limited memories
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and being more suggestible (for a review see Ceci & Bruck, 1993; Warren &
McGough, 1996). More specific questions must be asked of preschoolers to
gather information about an event because they report less information
spontaneously, without prompting (Ceci & Bruck, 1993). Unfortunately, these
prompting questions may lead the child to report false answers (Warren &
McGough, 1996). Adult hearsay testimony may, therefore, seem more credible
than the young child's.
Only Golding et al. ( 1997 & in press) attempted to study hearsay
testimony involving children of different ages; either 6 and 14 as in the 1997
study or 6 and 15 as in the most recent study. They found no effect of age in both
studies. However, the studies were unrealistic in that the summary was not actual
child testimony versus adult hearsay testimony. Instead, the same scripted
summary was used for all conditions and only the label denoting the child's age
was changed. Children develop language and memory skills with age, and these
differences were not reflected in that the format was not a verbatim account of the
exact language used by the child, but a fictional summary.
Child Witness Credibility
Whether the jury decides on a guilty or not-guilty verdict may result from
its perceptions of the child's credibility. Two common beliefs regarding children's
memory and honesty may result in opposite effects on their credibility ( see Ceci,
Ross, & Toglia, 1989). One belief in favor of the child's testimony is that children
are naturally honest and incapable of constructing elaborate lies. Supporting this
viewpoint is the example of child sexual abuse cases where it is assumed that

Believability of Hearsay

9

children have a lack of sexual knowledge and therefore are incapable of
describing sexual acts with such clarity and detail without actually experiencing
them. The second is the assumption that children have poor memory skills, and
are easily suggestible or coached by adults into reporting false testimony. This
assumption results in decreased credibility of the child's testimony. Thus,
whether younger witnesses are more or less credible than older witnesses depends
upon which characteristics are important in a particular case (Myers et al., in
press).
Adult hearsay witnesses (interviewers) were found more credible than the
child's actual testimony in a recent pilot study (Keeney et al., 1999). Mock jurors
read transcripts of interviews about a staged event in a preschool classroom. The
event was a visit from a stranger named Sam Stone who played circle games with
the children. Interviews were conducted with the children one week later about
the event. The children were suggestively questioned about three circle games
when only two of the games were actually played. A single 4-year-old girl's
interview was selected as representative of the "average" child based on the
accuracy of her responses to the questions and was used as stimulus for the study.
Mock jurors read transcripts of the actual child interview or one of two
scripted versions of an adult hearsay witness's recollection of that child' s
interview statements. One version was a "gist" summary of the child's
statements, and the other was a "verbatim" account including specific questions
asked and the child's responses. Overall believability for the "gist" adult hearsay
testimony was significantly greater than for the child's.
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Moreover, mock jurors felt the child' s statements about the events were
most believable and least likely to reflect suggestive questioning by the
interviewer (the hearsay witness) when they read or saw the "gist" hearsay
testimony. Since only the "gist" of the child's statements was reported and not the
questioning process, no consideration was given to what type of questions were
asked. In any interview process, leading and suggestible questions may taint the
child's testimony, thus giving the jurors a false impression of the events that
actually occurred.
The aforementioned studies of adult hearsay and child witness testimony
are contradictory and produce no clear patterns for predicting jury verdicts.
Results from the Keeney et al. study suggest that the adult hearsay testimony
presented in the "gist" format is overall more believable than the child's. But,
how well do these findings hold up in actual child abuse cases, instead of staged
events as in the previous study? To address this question and increase ecological
validity, the present study uses forensic interviews in actual child abuse cases.
Keeney and colleagues use the interview of one 4-year-old girl, but in order to
manipulate age, the present study uses actual interviews from one 4 and one 8year-old girl.
It was hypothesized that the children's age and the interview format would
significantly affect mock jurors' judgements. As in the Keeney et al. (1999) study,
it was expected that the jurors would find the adult hearsay "gist" format overall
more credible than the actual child interview or verbatim conditions. An
interaction of age and format was also predicted in that the older child may be
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rated more believable in the actual child testimony condition, and the "gist"
testimony rated as more believable in the younger child transcripts. In other
words, it is more likely that the jurors rate the 8-year-old child as more believable
than the 4-year-old because of advanced memory and language skills. It is also
more likely that jurors believe the "gist" adult hearsay testimony more than either
child's because of jurors' perceptions that adults are superior to children in
cognitive abilities. However, significant differences are expected to be smaller
with the older child because she is believed to have better cognitive skills that are
closer to those of adults.
Method
Participants
A sample of 150 undergraduate college students from local area colleges
participated in this study as mock jurors. Seven cases were eliminated from the
study because they incorrectly answered an important question concerning the
child's age in the five manipulation checks. Sample size was therefore reduced to
143. Gender composition of the final sample was 75.5 % (N= I08) female and
24.5 % (N=35) male. Students were given extra credit in their classes for
volunteering as participants, according to their instructors' guidelines.
Statistical power analysis was performed using a standard mathematical
formula to determine the necessary number of participants needed for 80% power
(Cohen, 1988). Given an effect size of .35, it was calculated approximately 120
participants were needed to achieve desired power at the .05 significance level.
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Design
Design ofthis study was a 2 (Age of child witnesses: one 4-year-old and
one 8-year-old) x 3 (Hearsay conditions: interview of child, interviewer testimony
in "gist" or summary form, or interviewer testimony in detailed, "verbatim"
form).
Two transcripts, one involving a 4-year-old and the other an 8-year-old
girl, were carefully selected from 132 actual child sexual abuse interviews used in
a previous study and obtained with permission from the Department of Human
Services (Huffman, Warren, & Larson, 1999). The selection process first
involved screening all transcripts for 4 and 8-year-old girls to establish the age
difference condition and control for gender. Transcripts were also carefully
evaluated for similar content type and degree of abuse, and relationship between
the child and the alleged perpetrator. All names, dates, and locations were
changed such that the identity of the alleged child victim and her interviewer, the
social worker, were protected and so that the alleged victims and perpetrators in
both cases had the same names.
Based on these actual interviews, "gist" and "verbatim" versions of
interviewer testimony were constructed. See Appendixes C, D, and E for
transcript samples of the 4-year-old, and F, G, H for samples of the 8-year old
transcripts. For example, if in the actual interview, the interviewer asked "Did he
touch you in a private place", and the child answered "yes", then in the verbatim
version the interviewer testified, "I asked her if he had touched her in a private
place and she said yes", whereas in the gist version the interviewer testified, "She
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said he touched her in a private place. The verbatim condition was used to
control for the confound between information presented and person presenting it
(i.e. the child interview provides contextual details; the adult gist does not, so the
adult verbatim contains the same information as the interview itself but the child
does not provide the information herself).
Procedure
Participants in this mock jury study were randomly assigned to one of the
six conditions (4-year-old: actual testimony, N=26, verbatim testimony, N=24,
and gist testimony, N= 20; and 8-year-old: actual testimony, N= 26, verbatim
testimony, N= 23, and gist testimony, N= 24). Participants were asked to place
themselves in the role of jurors and attempt to find out what events really took
place (see Appendixes A and B for instructions). After reading their assigned
transcript, jurors rendered an overall verdict of guilty or not guilty. They then
completed a believability questionnaire consisting of 33 questions in the form of a
7 point Likert scale (see Appendix I for sample questionnaire).
Mock jurors rated their confidence in their judgements of whether or not
the accused was guilty. Then they were asked whether or not they believed the
child or interviewer was truthful in their testimony, if the child or interviewer
intentionally or unintentionally lied about the alleged sexual abuse and about
overall child or interviewer credibility and accuracy. They were asked the
likelihood of occurrence of specific details as reported in the investigative
interviews by the alleged child sexual abuse victim or the interviewer (e.g. "How
likely is it that Uncle Mark took off Cindy's clothes?"). Questions were also
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asked about the structure of the interviews, namely the spontaneity of the child's
statements, how the interviewer elicited information from the child (e.g.,
suggestive or leading questions or narrative open-ended questions), and if the
jurors considered the types of questions the interviewer used during the interview
when they rated the believability of the child's statements.
Results
Univariate ANOVAs were performed to detect main effects of participant
sex on the two most important questions of the study involving believability, the
strength of the prosecution's case against the accused, and overall believability of
the child's statements about the alleged sexual abuse. Results indicated no
significant sex differences, so we excluded sex from the rest of the analyses.
Verdicts and Overall Believability of the Child's Statements
Mock jurors were asked to render an overall verdict regarding the guilt of
the alleged sexual abuse offender. Of the 142 participants who rendered a verdict
(one case missing), 61.3% voted guilty (N=87) and 38.7 % voted not guilty
(N=55). Participants who voted guilty in the 4-year-old condition consisted of
69.2% in the actual child interview format, 58.3% in the "verbatim," and 65.0% in
the "gist." In the 8-year-old condition, 53.8% of the participants voted guilty in
the actual child interview format, 65.2% in the "verbatim," and 56.5% in the
"gist." Although a loglinear analysis was conducted and no significant difference
was detected, the percentages listed above show a possible trend. Participants
assigned more guilty verdicts in all three formats involving the 4-year-old child
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than they did for the 8-year-old, thus suggesting that the 4-year-old was slightly
more believable than the 8-year-old.
Participants who rendered an overall rating of not guilty were asked to
choose one of four possible reasons. The first reason listed was, "I really thought
the person was guilty of child sexual abuse, but there was not enough evidence to
prove beyond a reasonable doubt that he was guilty. Therefore, I voted not
guilty," was chosen by 58.0% of the participants who voted not guilty. The
second reason listed, "I really thought the person was innocent, and therefore I
voted not guilty," was not marked by any of the participants. The third listed, "I
was undecided whether the person was innocent or guilty, therefore I voted not
guilty," was checked by 18.0%. And finally, "Other," was marked by 23.6% of
the participants. Interestingly, none of the participants who voted not guilty
appeared to believe the accused was innocent as evidenced by no marks for the
second reason listed above. Clearly, the majority of mock jurors voting not guilty
actually believed the accused was guilty, but considered the testimony alone as
insufficient evidence, thus making it uncomfortable to render a guilty verdict.
Participants were asked to rate their confidence on a scale from O to 100
regarding their guilty or not guilty verdicts. An ANOVA showed no significant
effects of format or age, however, comparison of the means showed a couple of
interesting trends. The actual child interview format for both the 4 and 8-year-old
conditions showed the highest confidence ratings for a guilty verdict, and the
confidence ratings for the not guilty verdict were the highest in the verbatim
condition.
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Overall believability of the child's statements was rated equal across age
and format. Mean believability scores of the children's statements were: 4-yearold (M = 5.19, SD= 1.30), 8-year-old (M = 5.04, SD= 1.40), gist interview (M =
5.00, SD= 1.29), verbatim interview (M= 5.06, SD= 1.47), and child actual
interview (M = 5.25, SD= 1.30).

Jurors rated the 4 and 8-year-old children's

claims of sexual child abuse equally without taking into account the differences
in age groups or how the information was presented.
Jurors' Ratings of Likelihood of Specific Details
Age Effects. Participants were asked how likely it was that certain details
of the events occurred. Univariate 3 (format) x 2 (age) ANOVAs were
performed, revealing significant main effects of age for 11 specific variables ( see
Table 2). For mean ratings on these variables see table 4.
Mock jurors were asked the likelihood that the accused touched the child's
vagina and results differed significantly by age, E(1, 136) = 22.570, Q < .001 .
Participants were more likely to believe that the 8-year-old child was touched
than the 4-year-old. In contrast, judgements favored the 4-year-old when asked
the likelihood that the accused touched the child's bottom,
Q

E (1, 136) =

92.514,

<.001 . This finding was expected due to actual differences in the transcripts.

The 8-year-old's transcripts specifically mentioned that the accused had touched
the child's vagina and the 4-year-old's transcripts stated that the accused had
touched her bottom. Results are a good indication that the participants were
paying attention and especially sensitive to the specific details of the transcripts.
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Mock jurors were asked the likelihood that the accused inappropriately
(sexually) touched the child more than one time. Participants believed that the 8year-old had been sexually touched more often than the 4-year-old, f, (1, 137) =
28.276, Q < .001. Results were expected in that the transcripts for the 8-year-old
stated the child's remarks that she had indeed been sexually touched more than
once where the 4-year-old stated only being touched once. Again, this a good
indication that the participants were paying close attention to detail.
Jurors were more likely to believe that the 8-year-old rather than the 4year-old knew what her private parts were, f, (1, 137) = 4.410, Q < .038. When
asked the question of likelihood that the accused was undressed during the
alleged sexual abuse, participants believed the 8-year-old more than the 4-yearold, f, (1, 136) = 4.536, Q < .035. Ratings were particularly low considering that
all means for both ages were less than 3 on a 7 point Likert scale with the
increasing number reflecting the greater likelihood of the event. Thus, jurors did
not believe that the accused was undressed during the alleged abuse.
Two separate case specific questions were asked on the questionnaires
regarding the interviews of the 4 and 8-year-olds. For example, one question
asked about a detail reported by the 8-year-old (the likelihood that the accused
told the child to go to the bedroom), and a different question was asked regarding
a detail reported by the 4-year-old (the likelihood that the accused touched the
child sexually while bathing). The likelihood that the accused told the child to go
to the bedroom was rated as more believable for the 8-year-old, f, (1 , 136) =
22.654, Q < .001. Results were expected in that the 8-year-old clearly stated that
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the accused told her to go to the bedroom, and the 4-year-old interview was
unclear whether or not the accused touched the child while she was bathing.
The likelihood that the accused removed the child's clothes was rated
higher in the 4-year-old condition, E, (1 , 136) = 23.395, n < .001. Participants
rated the likelihood as expected due to the fact that the 4-year-old stated the detail
in her transcript and the 8-year-old replied she could not remember.
When asked the likelihood that the accused touched the child with
anything other than his fingers or hands, results indicated a trend with the jurors'
ratings for the 4-year-old being higher than for the 8-year-old. This is especially
interesting in that neither child reported that they were touched by anything else.

An age effect was again found for the question of whether someone else
was in the room when the child was allegedly abused, E (1, 137) = 7.003, n <
.009. Jurors believed there was a greater likelihood that someone else was in the
room when the alleged abuse took place for the 8-year-old. This finding may be
due to the differences in the interviews, namely that the 4-year-old's statements
regarding this detail were clearer than the 8-year-old's responses.
Format Effects. Univariate 3 (format) x 2 (age) ANOVAs were conducted
with resulting significant main effects of format for 4 specific variables (for
details see Table 1). For mean ratings on these variables see table 3.
In addition to an age effect, there was also a significant format effect
regarding ratings of likelihood that someone else was in the room, E (2, 13 7) =
10.932, n < .001. Participants in the actual interview and verbatim formats of
both age groups indicated higher ratings of likelihood that someone else was in
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the room during the alleged abuse, as indicated by a Tukey B post hoc test. The
"gist" format was significantly lower than the others, suggesting that there was a
substantial loss of detailed information. However, ratings also indicated that
jurors were not entirely convinced as demonstrated with the highest mean ratings
only between 3 and 4 on a 7 point Likert scale with the increasing number
reflecting the greater likelihood of the event.
Results indicate that jurors believed that the adults in the "verbatim" and
"gist" formats of the transcripts remembered more accurate details than the child
in the actual interview, E, (2, 137) = 12.996,

Q<

.001. Jurors thought the adult

remembered what the child had told them during the interview better than the
child remembered what happened during the event, even though it was explicitly
stated that the same amount of time had elapsed between interview and event and
interviewer hearsay testimony and interview.
Jurors' Ratings of Interview Quality
To gain some insight as to how interview quality affected the jurors'
ratings, participants were asked to rate their perceptions regarding the quality of
the interview and to rate the amount of influence the interviewer's questions had
on their overall ratings of the believability of the child's statements. Again, 3
(format) x 2 (age) Univariate ANOVAs were performed.
Spontaneity of the child's statements in the interview compared to
statements made only in response to the interviewer's questions was judged higher
by participants in all three of the 4-year-old conditions (actual, verbatim and gist),
than the 8-year-old, E, (1, 137) = 9.951, Q < .002 (see Tables 2 and 4). Although
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no significant effect was found for format, a trend indicated that jurors tended to
believe the "gist" format as the most spontaneous.
Participants were asked what type of questions the interviewer used to
elicit information from the child (structured, narrative, or mixture of both). On a
7 point Likert scale ranging from 1 = structured, to 7 = narrative, with 4 as a
mixture, jurors gave higher ratings for the interviews of the 4- year-old,

E (1,

137) = 7.322, Q < .008 (see Tables 2 and 4). A significant effect of format was
also found, with participants across age groups assigning the highest ratings to the
interviews in the "gist" format, E(2, 137) = 13.703,

Q

< .001 (see Tables 1 and 3).

No ratings for type of interview questions exceeded 4.4 with most ratings toward
the lower end of the scale, indicating that the jurors believed that most of the
questions were structured.
Mock jurors were asked to rate the type of questioning used by the
interviewers on a 7 point Likert scale ranging from 1 = not at all suggestive, to
7 = extremely suggestive, with 4 = somewhat suggestive. Jurors assigned the
highest ratings to the child actual interview condition, E(2, 137) = 9.733, Q <
.001 (see Tables 1 and 3). According to a Tukey B post hoc test,jurors who read
the transcripts of the "gist" interviews believed the questions were less suggestive
than participants who read the "verbatim" or the actual child interviews.
Discussion
This study suggests that adult hearsay testimony provided in the "gist" or
summary format was perceived by mock jurors as equally credible to the child's.
Unlike a recent study by Keeney et al., (1999), results of this study indicated that
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although jurors lacked detailed information about the interview structure in the
"gist" format, this lack of information did not have a significant impact on their
ratings or their verdicts. However, jurors were sensitive to specific details and
interview content, as evidenced by their ratings. For example, when jurors were
asked about the likelihood that the child had been sexually touched more than
once, the ratings were higher for the 8-year-old than of the 4-year-old. Results
were expected because the 8-year-old reported in her transcript that she was
touched more than once and the 4-year-old reported only a single incident.
Results in this study were comparable to the Keeney et al. (1999) study in
that the jurors' judgements of interview quality were affected by testimony
format. However, format did not have extensive effects, unlike the Keeney et al.
study, in that believability of the child's statements and verdicts were not affected
by format.
Since the "gist" testimony is less likely to contain specific details and
actual verbatim statements of testimony (Warren & Woodall, in press), one may
normally expect that the actual child interview containing details and verbatim
statements would be more credible than the "gist" or summary format. One
explanation for this study's deviance from the norm may be that with only the
"gist" testimony as evidence, jurors' decisions were based more upon the
characteristics of the witness than on actual case facts. A hearsay witness may be
perceived by jurors as more credible than the child witness when the hearsay
witness is considered an expert in the field of child sexual abuse (Ross et al., in
press).
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The hearsay witnesses in this study were social workers from the
Department of Children's Services. General expectations and prejudices or
stereotypes involving the professionals of social services may have influenced the
jurors to view the social workers as unbiased in their interviewing style and
testimony. Jurors may perceive social workers as objective witnesses with
nothing personally to gain with or without a conviction. Other factors may
include jurors' unconscious trust in the state that social workers were properly
trained in appropriate interviewing techniques and are consistently governed by
state rules and regulations.
Unfortunately, there are serious flaws within the state concerning child
abuse interview training and procedures, such that what the jurors perceive as
reliable testimony may in fact be an incomplete partial disclosure of the actual
interview (Warren & Woodall, in press). Hearsay testimony provided by social
workers presented in a "gist" or summary format lacks complete details including
verbatim accounts of the conversation between the interviewer and the child.
Jurors do not have access to the questioning style of the social worker, thus the
child's answers to prompting or suggestive questions can easily be assumed as
spontaneous responses of the child.
Since hearsay testimony is based on the interviewer's memory or notes of
the conversation with the child (Ceci & Bruck, 1995), it is imperative to the case
that the social worker keep accurate records and notes of the interview with the
child. However, results of the Warren and Woodall (in press) study of
professional interviewers' ability to recall information of their interviews with
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children indicate a significant loss of information. As in this study, the social
worker may not remember some important details, ultimately concealing
information that may influence the verdict. Jurors may be given a false
impression of the child's disclosure and base their decisions on incomplete
information, resulting in the conviction of an innocent person or freeing a guilty
one.
Surprisingly, results of this study indicated no interaction between the
child's age and interview format. One possible reason may be due to the quality
of the interview that is dependent upon the types of questions asked by the
interviewer. Good interview practices should follow some basic guidelines,
including: establishing rapport which encourages spontaneity and free recall of
events; asking open-ended general questions; allowing enough time between
questions for the child to think and accurately respond; avoiding interruptions
during the child's disclosure; avoiding the use of specific questions unnecessarily;
and informing the child of acceptable responses (e.g., I don't know) to the
questions (see Warren, Woodall, Hunt, & Perry, 1996).
In this study, the 4-year-old child's actual interview transcript contains
mostly a narrative, free style interview with more spontaneous answers to the
questions than is typical of a 4-year-old. The 8-year-old child's actual interview
transcript is also atypical in that it contains a more structured interview style with
many leading, closed-ended questions that mostly elicited yes/no responses, thus
appearing less spontaneous. Comparative results indicate that the 4-year-old is
more talkative with a mean length utterance of2.748 as compared to the 8-year-
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old's mean length utterance of2.468. General target questions (that elicit
narrative, open-ended responses) comprised 23% of the 4-year-old's interview,
and many were the same questions repeated, as compared to only 6% general
target questions for the 8-year-old. Target event questions that elicit yes/no
responses were similar for both ages with 62% for the 4-year-old and 60% for the
8-year-old.
Expected results were that the older child (8-year-old) would appear more
credible than the younger child (4-year-old) because of advanced cognitive
abilities. For example, the older child should have more advanced language and
memory skills and the interview should have reflected these skills with more
spontaneous, narrative responses to the interviewer's questions. In tum, it was
expected that the younger child's interview should have consisted mostly of
specific or leading questions with short yes/no responses. Because the interview
transcripts were exact opposites of the expected norm for their age groups, results
may reflect an increase in the jurors' perception of credibility in the younger
child's testimony and a decrease in the credibility of the older child. Jurors'
reversed perceptions of the norm may explain why they judged both transcripts of
different ages equally credible.
Considering the results of this study, a follow-up pilot study was
conducted to examine the confound between interview quality and age. The
actual child interview transcripts of both girls used in the original study were
modified to reflect the opposite age group. For example, the original 4-year-old's
transcript was changed to represent an 8-year-old with only minimal changes to
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the child's language. The 8-year-old's transcript was also similarly modified to
reflect a 4-year-old's account. The same questionnaires were used as in the
original study with the exception of changing the child's age. Sample size
consisted of 87 undergraduate students recruited from introductory psychology
courses.
No significant differences were found when analyses were performed.
However, when comparing the reversed data to the original study, an interesting
trend was discovered. Guilty verdicts assigned by mock jurors to the actual child
testimony conditions for the 4-year-old in the original study was 69% with only a
slight increase to 70% in the reversed condition. However, guilty verdicts were
substantially increased for the 8-year-old from the original study of 53.8% to
62.8% in the reversed condition. Reversal of the transcripts had no real impact on
the jurors' perception of the 4-year-old, and regardless of the quality of interview
presented there was no difference in verdicts. Switching interviews did make a
difference in the jurors' perception of the 8-year-old as evident by the increase in
guilty verdicts.
This study suggests an interaction of age and interview quality in that the
jurors may have considered both original and reversed transcripts to be
appropriate for the 4-year-old age group regardless of interview quality.
However, jurors perceived the 8-year-old differently in that the reversed transcript
was more believable than the original transcript. It appears that jurors' perceptions
reflect stereotypes of the older child's age group regarding better cognitive ability,
thus they expected better responses. Therefore, the quality of the interview is
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more important for the older child. Results suggest that a better quality interview
consisting of open-ended questions that elicits narrative, spontaneous answers
appears to increase the older child's credibility. Alternatively, a poor quality
interview that contains leading and suggestive questioning that elicits mostly
yes/no responses appears to decrease the child's credibility. Prior research has
shown that violations of age stereotypes can influence perceptions of child
witnesses (e.g., Ross, Dunning, Toglia & Ceci, 1989; Ross, Miller, & Moran,
1987; Wells, Turtle, & Luus, 1989).
There are certain limitations of this study that need to be addressed.
Specifically, this study was not a simulation of an actual court case in that there
was: no opportunity for a cross examination of the testimonies in attempt to
disprove any allegations; no corroborating evidence; no testimony presented in
favor of the defense; no jury deliberations; or any other such factors that may
have been influential to the verdict. Personal behaviors of the child witnesses
could not be directly observed by jurors due to written transcripts in this study,
namely verbal and non-verbal expressions and appearances such as, tone of voice,
hesitations, facial expressions, fear, anger, confidence, attractiveness, and any
other observable factors that may influence jurors' perceptions.
Since a series of univariate analyses was conducted using many different
variables, the possibility of error slightly increases. Therefore, a more
conservative significance level was calculated to offset any increase in error by
dividing the significance level used, (.05), by the number of dependent variables,
(26), resulting in a new value of .002. Implementing the more conservative
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significance level of .002 changed five significant dependent variables including
the likelihood that: child really understands where her private parts are; someone
else was in the room when Uncle Mark allegedly touched the child; Uncle Mark
was undressed when alleged sexual abuse occurred; Uncle Mark told child not to
tell anyone; and if the interviewer obtained information from the child using
structured or narrative questions.
This study has ecological validity in that the interviews were based on
actual child abuse investigations. Interview transcripts were not fabricated
responses assigned to the child deemed appropriate for that age group, but were
preserved to represent the child's own language. Interview transcripts included
detailed non verbal behaviors of the child witnesses as indicated in the original
transcript such as pauses, interruptions, sounds, facial gestures, and bodily
movements.
Conclusions of this research suggest that jurors cannot assess the
reliability of the adult hearsay testimony because they do not have access to
detailed information necessary to make appropriate judgements. Thus, jurors
may assume the reliability or truthfulness of the hearsay testimony according to
characteristics of witnesses rather than content of transcripts. In this study, jurors
rated the credibility of the adult hearsay testimony equal to the child's. It is
suspected that if hearsay testimony is perceived equally credible, yet lacks some
crucial details that could possibly alter the verdict, it could mean the difference
between a guilty and non-guilty verdict in a courtroom. Furthermore, this study
confirms what others have suggested (see Ross et al., 1987; Ross et al., 1989;
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Wells et al., 1989) that the testimony of a child that does not represent the
expected or stereotype for that age group can be perceived as less or more
credible by jurors.
Since the quality of the interview relies heavily upon the interviewer's
questioning style, a need exists for extensive research for the improvement of
forensic interviews. Research of this type is still in its infancy, and is too early to
make specific policy recommendations. Therefore, it is suggested that further
research be conducted in the areas of interview quality and witness age to gain
more knowledge and a better perspective of child witnesses and hearsay
testimony in sexual abuse cases.
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Appendix A

Instructions for Child Actual Interview (4-year-old)

You will read a transcript of an interview with a 4-year-old girl who is an
alleged victim of child sexual abuse. Someone made a report to the authorities.
Approximately 3 months later, a social worker was assigned to conduct an
interview with the child about the event to assess whether the report had any
basis.
When reading this transcript try to place yourself in the role of a juror.
You will be asked to answer questions about what you believe happened and your
perceptions of the child's statements.
Before beginning it is extremely important that you understand the
definition of child sexual abuse.

According to the state laws, child sexual abuse is defined as any form of
molestation or fondling of a child under the age of 13 (and in some cases
through the age of 17). This violation includes, but is not limited to: the use
of any object (however slight) to penetrate the vagina or anal opening except
for valid medical purposes or normal caretaker responsibilities, and the
intentional touching of intimate (private) parts including the genital area,
breasts, groin, inner thighs and buttocks, or the clothing covering them.
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AppendixB

Verbatim/Gist Instructions (4-year-old)

You will read a transcript of an interview conducted by an attorney who
talked to a social worker for the Department of Children's Services. Someone
made a report to the authorities. Three months later, this social worker conducted
an interview with the child about the event to assess whether the report had any
basis. It has now been three months since she questioned the child.
In this transcript, the social worker is being questioned by an attorney about
information she learned during her conversation with a 4-year-old girl who is an
alleged victim of child sexual abuse.
When reading this transcript try to place yourself in the role of a juror.
You will be asked to answer questions about what you believe happened and your
perceptions of the child's statements.
Before beginning it is extremely important that you understand the
definition of child sexual abuse.
According to the state laws, child sexual abuse is defined as any form of
molestation or fondling of a child under the age of 13 (and in some cases
through the age of 17). This violation includes, but is not limited to: the use
of any object (however slight) to penetrate the vagina or anal opening except
for valid medical purposes or normal caretaker responsibilities, and the
intentional touching of intimate (private) parts including the genital area,
breasts, groin, inner thighs and buttocks, or the clothing covering them.
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AppendixC

Child "Actual" Sample Interview Transcript Sample (4-year-old)
Interviewer used anatomically detailed dolls
I = Interviewer
C=Child

I/ = Point of verbal interruption by other speaker
-- = Long pause

I

... Does Aunt Sally have a husband?

C

[Nods] Uncle Mark.

I

Uncle Mark, okay. Has Uncle Mark done something to you//that you don't
like?

C

//[Nods]//[Shakes head]

I

Did Uncle Mark do something to you?

C

[Nods]

I

Okay. Now, let's make him Uncle Mark.

C

I//

I

//And this is little kid. This is you, okay?

C

[Nods]

I

Now, can you demonstrate with the dolls what you and -- what you and
Uncle Mark did?

C

All right.

I

Did you//
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I!First, let's put her like that.

I

We'll put her like that, okay.

C

And the kid -- the boy has got to sit on the chair.

I

Okay.

C

I can hold him there.

I

There we go.

C

His shirt is open.

I

Yeah. Let's see. How about I'll hold the man doll and you hold the little
girl doll, okay?

C

And I will hold her.

I

Now, let's talk about what you told me last night. Can you tell me again
what you told me?

C

Uncle Mark sticked his fingers in my butt.

I

Uncle Mark stuck his fingers in your butt?

C

[Nods]. ..

END
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AppendixD
Adult "Verbatim" Transcript Sample (4-year-old)
Interviewer used anatomically detailed dolls
A=Attomey
I = Interviewer

AI-

... What other information did Cindy report to you?
.. . I asked her if Aunt Sally has a husband. Cindy replied, "Uncle Mark."
I asked Cindy if Uncle Mark had ever done anything to her that she didn't
like. Cindy nodded yes that Uncle Mark had done something and shook
her head no to the part asking if it was something she didn't like. I asked
her again if Uncle Mark had done something to her. Cindy nodded yes.
At that point, I decided to use the dolls. Cindy agreed that the adult male
doll would be Uncle Mark and she would be the little girl doll. I asked her
to demonstrate with the dolls what happened between her and Uncle
Mark. Cindy replied it was all right. We positioned the dolls. Cindy
remarked that the boy doll had to sit on the chair. I said okay. She said
she could hold him there. I replied, "there we go." Cindy remarked that
his shirt was open. I agreed. I asked Cindy if it was okay for me to hold
the man doll and for her to hold the little girl doll. She replied that she
would hold the girl doll. I told Cindy I wanted to talk about what she told
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me the night before and asked her if she could tell me again. She said that
her Uncle Mark had stuck his fingers in her butt.. .

END
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AppendixE
Adult Hearsay "Gist" Sample Transcript (4-year-old)
Interviewer used anatomically detailed dolls.
A=Attorney
I = Interviewer

A-

.. . What other information did Cindy report to you?

I-

... She said that Aunt Sally's husband is Uncle Mark. She said that Uncle
Mark did something to her. Then we decided to called the girl doll
"Cindy" and the adult male doll "Uncle Mark". Then she said that Uncle
Mark put his fingers in her butt ...

END
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Appendix F

Child Actual Sample Interview Transcript {8-year-old)
Interviewer used anatomically detailed dolls.
I = Interviewer
C=Child
II = Point of verbal interruption by other speaker

-- = Long pause

I

Okay--Then he asked you to do what now?-- To go to the bedroom, right?

C

Mm-hmm.

I

Okay-- When he got--when you went into the
bedroom, where was he? Where was Uncle Mark?

C

He came in there.

I

He came in there, too.

C

[Nods]

I

Okay. What-- do you remember what he said to you, Cindy? Was it-- did he say
anything to you?

C

--I can't remember ifhe did or not.

I

Okay. Cindy can't remember [to camera] if he did or not. Okay. Uh-- what--okay.
What did he do at that time, when you came into the bedroom?-- Want to show
me on the dolls?

C

--[Shakes head]
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I

You don't?-- Okay.

C

--Feeling-- uh, touching in my private places.

I

He would.

C

[Nods]

I

Where-- what private places [points to her own breasts] are you talking about?
[Pulls female doll out from under table] Let's get the doll, okay?

C

[Nods]

I

Okay. Let's say this is Cindy. [Places female doll in front of child and pulls male
doll out from under table] You want to name him and wh- who do you want to
call this? [Holds up male doll]

C

Uncle Mark.

I

Uncle Mark Okay. All right. Here's Uncle Mark and here's Cindy Okay, Cindy-would Mark, Uncle Mark-- where would he be? Would he be just standing besisomewhere in the room?

C

[Nods]

I

Okay. And he'd call you into the bedroom?

C

[Nods]

I

Okay?

C

[Nods]

I

All right, you want to undress this doll for me?
[Hands female doll to child] Go ahead.

C

[Starts undressing doll]
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They're tight, aren't they. [Laughs] [Starts helping child undress doll] There you
go.-- Okay. It's got all the body parts on it. Okay.-- There we go. We can take her
panties off too, okay? [Starts to remove doll's underwear] Whew! [Removes
doll's underwear completely] All right. Let me help you. [Finishes removing
doll's clothes] Whew, it's tough. Okay, Cindy--you'd be in the bedroom with
your Uncle Mark and then-- you're going to show me on the doll where he would
touch you. Let's get it for the camera here-- okay? Point to me where he would
touch you.

C

Right there. [Points to doll's vagina]

I

Right there. Okay. What would he touch you with? [Picks up male doll]

C

--His hands.

I

His hands.

C

[Nods]

I

Okay.--Uh--did he to- is that the only thing he'd touch you with?

C

--I can't remember that. ..

END
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AppendixG
"Verbatim" Sample Interview Transcript {8-year-old)
Interviewer used anatomically detailed dolls.

A=Attomey
I = Interviewer

I-

... I asked her if Uncle Mark would then ask her to go to the bedroom.
She said "Mm-hmm." Then, I asked where Uncle Mark was when she
went to the bedroom. Cindy replied that Uncle Mark came into the
bedroom too.

A-

Okay. Then what did she tell you?

I-

Then, I asked Cindy if Uncle Mark said anything to her. She said she
couldn't remember if he did or not. I asked Cindy what Uncle Mark did
when he came into the bedroom--if she wanted to show me on the dolls.
She shook her head no. I said okay. She said, "feeling--touching in my
private places." I said, " he would." She nodded yes. I asked her to show
me what private places she was talking about on the dolls. Cindy nodded
yes. I named the female doll Cindy and asked her to name the male doll.
She named him Uncle Mark. I asked Cindy where Uncle Mark was--ifhe
was standing somewhere in the room. She nodded yes. I asked if he'd call
her into the bedroom. She answered by nodding yes. Then, we undressed
the dolls completely. I asked Cindy to use the doll and point to where
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Uncle Mark had touched her. Cindy said, "right there," and pointed to the
doll's vagina. I asked her what Uncle Mark touched her with. She told me
that he touched her with his hands.
A-

Did she tell you anything else?

I-

I asked Cindy if Uncle Mark touched her with anything else besides his
hands. She said, "I can't remember that" ...

END
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AppendixH
"Gist" Sample Interview Transcript (8-year-old)

Interviewer used anatomically detailed dolls.
A= Attomey
I = Interviewer

I-

... She said that he would then come into the bedroom, but she couldn't
remember if he said anything to her.

A-

What other information did Cindy report to you?

I-

Cindy told me that Uncle Mark would touch her private places when he
came into the bedroom. Cindy then used the dolls to show me what
happened. After undressing the dolls she showed me on the female doll
where he touched her. She told me that he touched her vagina with his
hands. Then she said that she could not remember if he touched her with
anything else ...

END
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Appendix I

Sample Questionnaire
Mock Jury Study

1. What is the name of the child who was the alleged victim of the child sexual abuse?

2. How old was the child that you just read about? _ _
3. Who was the person accused of sexually abusing the

child?_ _ _ __ __ _ _ __

4. Where did the alleged abuse take place?------- - - -- - -- -- 5. How many months after the alleged abuse did the interview with the child take place?_ _

6. If you were a juror and were being asked to render an overall verdict about whether the person
committed child sexual abuse, how would you vote?
Guilty (person sexually abused child) _ _
Not Guilty (person did not sexually abuse child)_ _
7.0NLY ANSWER THIS QUESTION IF YOU MARKED NOT GUILTY ABOVE. Check
the one most appropriate option below.

_ _ I really thought the person was guilty of child sexual abuse, but there was not enough
evidence to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that he was guilty. Therefore, I voted not guilty.
_ _I really thought the person was innocent, and therefore I voted not guilty.
_ _I was undecided whether the person was innocent or guilty, therefore I voted not guilty.
_ _Other (please describe)_ _ _ _ _ __ __ _ _ __ _ __ _ _

8. How sure are you that you were able to accurately decide what actually happened?
(Please indicate a percentage from O - not at all sure to 100 - completely sure) _ _
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Please circle the number that corresponds to your choice for each question.
CIRCLE ONLY ONE NUMBER.
9. How strong is the prosecution's case against Uncle Mark?
1

2

3

Very Weak
(no real
evidence
against
Uncle Mark)

4

5

6

Somewhat
Strong
(some
evidence
against
Uncle Mark)

7

Extremely
Strong
(strong
evidence
against
Uncle Mark)

10. Overall, how believable are the child's statements about the alleged abuse?
2

3

Not at all
believable

4

5

6

Undecided

7

Completely
believable

11. How likely is it that Uncle Mark sexually abused the child (Cindy)?

1

2

3

Extremely
Unlikely
(he did not
sexually
abuse Cindy)

4

5

6

Somewhat
Likely
(he may have
sexually
abused Cindy)

7
Extremely
Likely
(he definitely
sexually
abused Cindy)

12. How likely is it that Uncle Mark touched Cindy's vagina?
1
Extremely
Unlikely
(he did not
touch
Cindy's
vagina)

2

3

4

Somewhat
Likely
(he probably
touched
Cindy's
vagina)

5

6

7
Extremely
Likely
(he definitely
touched
Cindy's
vagina)
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6

7

13 . How likely is it that Uncle Mark touched Cindy's butt?
2

3

Extremely
Unlikely
(he did not
touch
Cindy's
butt)

4

5

Somewhat
Likely
(he probably
touched
Cindy's
butt)

Extremely
Likely
(he definitely
touched
Cindy's
butt)

14. How likely is it that Cindy really understands where her private parts are?
2

3

Extremely
Unlikely
(Cindy
does not
understand
where her
private parts are)

4

5

6

7

Extremely
Likely
(Cindy
definitely
understands
where her
private parts are)

Somewhat
Likely
(Cindy
probably
understands
where her
private parts are)

15. How likely is it that Uncle Mark touched Cindy inappropriately (sexually)?

1

2

3

Extremely
Unlikely
(he did not
touch Cindy
sexually)

4

5

6

7

Extremely
Likely
(he definitely
touched Cindy
sexually)

Somewhat
Likely
(he probably
touched Cindy
sexually)

16. How likely is it that Uncle Mark touched Cindy inappropriately (sexually) more than one time?
l
Extremely
Unlikely
(he did not
touch Cindy
sexually
more than
one time)

2

3

4

Somewhat
Likely
(he probably
touched Cindy
sexually
more than
o e time)

5

6

7

Extremely
Likely
(he definitely
touched Cindy
sexually
more than
one time)
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17. How likely is it that Uncle Mark touched Cindy with anything else besides his fingers or
hands?
I

2

3

4

5

Somewhat
Likely
(he probably
touched Cindy
with something else)

Extremely
Unlikely
(he did not
touch Cindy
with anything else)

6

7

Extremely
Likely
(he definitely
touched Cindy
with something else)

18. How likely is it that Cindy's mother knew about this?

I

2

3

4

5

6

Extremely
Likely
(Cindy's mother
definitely
knew)

Somewhat
Likely
(Cindy's mother
probably
knew)

Extremely
Unlikely
(Cindy's mother
did not
know)

7

19. How likely is it that someone else was in the room when Uncle Mark allegedly touched Cindy?

1

2

3

4

5

6

Extremely
Likely
(someone else
was definitely
in the room)

Somewhat
Likely
( someone else
was probably
in the room)

Extremely
Unlikely
(no one else
was in the
room)

7

20. How likely is it that Uncle Mark has touched Cindy's brother or sister?

1
Extremely
Unlikely
(he did not
touch Cindy's
brother or sister)

2

3

4

Somewhat
Likely
(he probably
touched Cindy's
brother or sister)

5

6

7

Extremely
Likely
(he definitely
touched Cindy's
brother or sister)
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21. How likely is it that Uncle Mark was undressed when this occurred?

1

2

3

Extremely
Unlikely
(he was not
undressed)

4

5

6

Somewhat
Likely
(he probably
was undressed)

7

Extremely
Likely
(he definitely
was undressed)

22. How likely is it that Uncle Mark told Cindy to go to the bedroom?

1

2

3

Extremely
Unlikely
(he did not
tell Cindy to go
to the bedroom)

4

5

6

Somewhat
Likely
(he probably
told Cindy to go
to the bedroom)

7
Extremely
Likely
(he definitely
told Cindy to go
to the bedroom)

23. How likely is it that Uncle Mark took off Cindy's clothes?

1

2

3

Extremely
Unlikely
(he did not take
off her clothes)

4

5

Somewhat
Likely
(he probably took
off her clothes)

6

7

Extremely
Likely
(he definitely took
off her clothes)

24. How likely is it that Cindy intentionally made up a false story (lied) about her Uncle Mark
sexually abusing her?
2

Extremely
Unlikely
(she did not
intentionally
make up a false
story about her
sexual abuse)

3

4

Somewhat
Likely
( she probably
intentionally
made up a false
story about her
sexual abuse)

5

6

7

Extremely
Likely
(she definitely
intentionally
made up a false
story about her
sexual abuse)
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25. How likely is it that Cindy just misinterpreted her Uncle Mark's behavior?

1

2

3

4

5

6

Somewhat
Likely
( she probably
misinterpreted
Uncle Mark's
behavior)

Extremely
Unlikely
(she did not
misinterpret
Uncle Mark's
behavior)

7
Extremely
Likely
( she definitely
misinterpreted
Uncle Mark's
behavior)

26. How likely is it that Uncle Mark told Cindy not to tell anyone?
2

3

4

5

6

Extremely
Likely
(he definitely
told Cindy
not to tell
anyone)

Somewhat
Likely
(he probably
told Cindy
not to tell
anyone)

Extremely
Unlikely
(he did not
tell Cindy
not to tell
anyone)

7

27. Overall, how believable do you think that Cindy is?

1

2

3

Not at all
believable

4

5

6

7
Completely
believable

Undecided

28. Overall, how likely is it that Cindy is telling the truth?
2

3

4

5

6

Extremely
Likely
(Cindy is
definitely
telling the truth)

Somewhat
Likely
(Cindy is
probably
telling the truth)

Extremely
Unlikely
(Cindy is
not telling the
truth)

7

29. How clearly and completely do you think that Cindy remembers the details of the alleged sexual
abuse?

1
Not at all
(she does not
remember
the details)

2

3

4

Somewhat
( she partially
remembers
the details)

5

6

7

Very clearly
& completely
( she definitely
remembers
the details)
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30. How spontaneous did Cindy' s statements appear to be? (Were the statements made
spontaneously or were they made only in response to the interviewer's questions?)
4

3

2

Not at all
spontaneous

5

6

7

Somewhat
spontaneous

Totally
spontaneous

31 . How did the interviewer obtain the information from the child?

I

2

5

4

3

Used
structured
questions

6

7

A mixture
of structured
questions and letting
the child speak freely

Let the child
speak freely

32. How suggestive or leading were the questions the interviewer used to obtain information from
the child?
2

3

Not at all
suggestive

5

4

7

6

Extremely
suggestive

Somewhat
suggestive

33. Did you consider the interviewer's questions when you rated the believability of the child's
statements?

I
Questions
did not influence
ratings at all

2

3

4

Questions
somewhat
influenced ratings

5

6

7

Questions
highly
influenced ratings
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Table I
Univariate Analysis of Variance for Format Effect

Dependent Variable

Likelihood that someone else was
in the room when Uncle Mark allegedly
touched the child.

10.932

.001

* A>V>G

Clear and complete memory of the (interviewer
or the child) regarding the details (of her
conversation with the child or the actual event).

12.996

.001

• V>G>A

If the interviewer obtained information
from the child using structured or narrative
questions.

13.703

.001

* G>V>A

If questions by interviewer were
suggestive or leading.

9.733

.001

* A>V>G

Note: Actual n= 52, Verbatim n=47, Gist n=44
* Direction of format effect: A=Actu~ V=Verbatim, and G=Gist.
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Table 2
Univariate Analysis of Variance for Age Effect

Dependent Variable

l:
Likelihood that Uncle Mark touched
child's vagina.

22.570

.001

• 8

Likelihood that Uncle Mark touched
child's bottom.

92.514

.001

*4

4.410

.038

*8

Likelihood that Uncle Mark touched
child inappropriately (sexually) more
than one time.

28.276

.001

*8

Likelihood that someone else was
in the room when Uncle Mark allegedly
touched the child.

7.003

.009

•8

Likelihood that Uncle Mark was undressed
when alleged sexual abuse occurred.

4.536

.035

*8

Likelihood that Uncle Mark told child to go
to the bedroom.

22.654

.001

*8

Likelihood that Uncle Mark took off child's
clothes.

23 .395

.001

*4

Likelihood that Uncle Mark told child not to
tell anyone.

6.205

.014

•8

Spontaneity of the child's statements.

9.951

.002

*4

If the interviewer obtained information
from the child using structured or narrative
questions.

7.322

.008

*4

Likelihood that child really understands
where her private parts are.

Note: Transcripts: four year old, n=70; eight year old, n=73
* Direction of age effect: 4 = 4-year-old, 8 = 8-year-old.
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3
Means for Fonnat Effect

Actual
Ages

4

M
SD

2.31
1.16

Verbatim

Gist

8

4

8

4

8

3.08
1.87

1.71
1.12

2.65
1.67

1.45
.76

1.46
.51

4.00
1.39

5.50
1.22

5.70
1.33

5.40 5.63
1.23 1.38

2.23
1.48

3.46
1.32

2.83
1.40

4.40 4.25
1.39 1.67

5.08
1.47

4.00
1.44

3.91
1.86

3.20 3.21
1.47 1.06

Dependent Variables
Likelihood that someone else was
in the room when Uncle Mark allegedly
touched the child.

* A>V> G
Clear and complete memory of the
(interviewer or the child) regarding the
details ( of her conversation with
the child or the actual event).

4.84
1.12

M
SD

*V>G> A

If the interviewer obtained information
from the child using structured or narrative
questions.

M
SD

=

3.42
1.39

*G> V> A

If questions by interviewer were
suggestive or leading.

M
SD

=

4.08
1.67

* A> V> G
Note: Actual n= 52, Verbatim n=47, Gist n=44
* Direction of format effect: A=Actual, V=Verbatim, and G=Gist.
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Means for Age Effect

Actual
Ages

4

*8

M
SD

Likelihood that Uncle Mark touched *4
child's bottom.
Likelihood that child really

Gist

Verbatim

8

4

8

4

4.35
1.70

5.19
1.30

4.17
1.63

5.68
1.25

3.75 4.88
1.52 1.23

M
SD

5.77
1.34

3.15
1.46

4 .88
1.73

3.27
1.49

6.10 3.13
1.33 1.48

M =
SD

4.77
1.56

4.96
1.56

4.75
1.67

5.13
1.63

4.75
1.45

5.83
1.49

Likelihood that Uncle Mark touched *8
child inappropriately (sexually) more
than one time.

M
SD

3.92
1.57

5.42
1.58

3.83
1.81

5.61
1.62

4.05
1.91

5.25
1.57

Likelihood that someone else was in *8
the room when Uncle Mark allegedly
touched the child.

M
SD

2.31
1.16

3.08
1.87

1.71
1.12

2.65
1.67

1.45 1.46
.76 .51

*8
Likelihood that Uncle Mark was
undressed when alleged sexual abuse
occurred.

M
SD =

2.85
1.29

2.81
1.57

2.25
1.39

2.86
1.55

1.90 2.79
1.07 1.18

Likelihood that Uncle Mark told
child to go to the bedroom.

*8

M =
SD =

4.62
1.53

5.32
1.49

4.00
1.93

5.87
1.29

4.65
1.66

5.80
1.28

Likelihood that Uncle Mark took
off child's clothes.

*4

M
SD

5.27
1.48

4.00
1.89

5.13
1.89

4.13
1.63

5.50
1.54

3.79
1.18

Likelihood that Uncle Mark told
child not to tell anyone.

*8

M =
SD

5.31
2.04

5.35
1.67

4.75
2.17

6.17
1.49

4.90
1.71

5.67
1.40

M

SD

3.92
1.32

2.77
1.73

3.58
1.74

3.04
1.94

4.55
1.73

3.58
1.56

M
SD

3.42
1.39

2.23
1.47

3.46
1.32

2.83
1.40

4.40 4.25
1.39 1.67

8

Dependent Variables
Likelihood that Uncle Mark
touched child's vagina.

*8

understands where here private
parts are.

Spontaneity of the child's statements. *4

If the interviewer obtained
information from the child using
structured or narrative questions.

*4

=

Note: Actual n= 52, Verbatim n=47, Gist n=44
* Direction of age effect: 4 = 4-year-old, 8 = 8-year-old.
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